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Prior art documents discussed: 



Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 
See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

^ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Examiner 
phoned Mr. David Maher on May 24, about correcting one legal term (means) in the abstract and adding labels to any 
boxes in the drawings. When we finally were able to get back in touch 6/8/06, it was decided the abstract would be 
corrected to replace means with probe, but the applicant strongly felt the boxes in the figures need not be labeled. 
Also one further minor correction was agreed upon, changing the dependance of claim 53 so the claim will now 
depend from claim 52 (rather than 51) correcting antecedent issues. . 




